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re-used nest sites? I think Mountain Cement should be required to have biologists monitor wildlife on a
quarterly or at minimum a biannual basis.

The mine permit for 298¢ in 1995 indicated that elk were noted in the vicinity of the mine area.
Though Wyoming Game and Fish states this is not a critical habitat area why would elk move into this
area for a period of time in the late fall and winter when elk are not normally here year round unless it
actually is a critical habitat for them. The last two years elk have been observed on my property during
this time period. It is possible that more studies need to be undertaken to determine if critical wildlife
areas are changing or expanding.

12. Section MPVIIIA-1 Stormwater Pollution.
Cover page for permit Authorization #WYR320346 indicates it expired on March 31, 2007

13. DVIII6 Hydrology. Map DVIII6-M3 shows three drainages in Area “C™: 1. Un-named drainage on
the north side of area, 2. E12 drainage running east-west in the center of area “C”, 3. E9 drainage along
the south side. Map MPVIII-M1 shows two mining areas in area”C”. The northern one is located
between the un-named drainage and drainage E12. The southern mine area is located between E12 and
E9 drainages. DVII6-1 states that “Ephemeral drainages (E12) and (E9) bound the mining area on the
north and south sides” This plan has many inconsistencies such as this one and they should be corrected
before allowing the mining of this area to precede.

14. DVIII6-3.1 Drainage Basin description.
Why does this section describe drainage E10. This drainage does not occur in area “C”.

15. DVIII6.3.3 Surface Water Quality.

The permit states” MCC has not specifically collected surface water quality suspended sediment data for
any of the watersheds affected by the quarry, as in-channel flows have not been observed through the
amendment area.” Mountain Cement has been in this area for a long time. Spring run off for many years
resulted in in-channel flows. In addition to this Mountain Cement was sited for allowing sediment from
their mine area to flow into these drainages during a rain event. If the company does not look for the in-
channel flow then apparently it can not be observed.

16. DVIII6.3.4 Channel Geometry.

It is stated that “The primary channels associated with quarry (E9 and E12) will not be affected or
modified during mining activities.” Map RPVIII-2 indicates a sediment control pond will be built at the
west end of the E12 drainage in area “C”. This would suggest this portion of the drainage will be
affected. Is the statement or the map correct?

17. RPVIII-2.0 Post mining Land Use.

It is stated that ** The post mining land use will be livestock grazing, which is consistent with the pre-
mining uses.” The pre-mining land use was stated to be used by both wildlife and livestock. The above
statement is not correct and should be corrected in the mine plan.

18. MPVIII-4.4 Blasting .
It is stated that “ There could be homes within one-half mile of the active quarry pir.” There are homes

within one half mile of the proposed quarry pits. This statement should be re-written to correct this
statement.
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19. RPVIII-5.0 Permanent Seed Mixtures.

On Pages DVIII8-A-1 to A-2005 table describing the plants occupying the area “C” mine permit area, 19
grasses, 92 forbes, four half shrubs, 12 shrubs, and one tree were recorded. The shrubs do not include
three additional shrubs occurring in the proposed mine area (Artemisia cana silver sagebrush,
Amelanchier spp serviceberry, Mahonia aquifolium oregon grape, and Symphoricarpos albus snowberry)
bringing the shrub total to 95. Table RPVIII-2 Permanent seed mixture is suggesting that a minimum of
eight grasses, four shrubs, 1 subshrub, and two shrubs will form the seed mix. Compared to the 2005
observed plant species list this indicates that 42% of the grass numbers (8) will be in the seed mix, 0.43%
for forbes (4), 25% for subshrubs (1), 16% for shrubs. The previous and post mining use of the land is
for wildlife and livestock grazing. [ believe the species numbers of forbes and shrubs is much to low to
provide a diversity of plants for wildlife. It should be remembered that both the divides between
drainages and the drainage bottoms will be affected by mining activities (sediment control pond). If the
same percentage of forbes and shrub species were planted as grasses this would be 38 species of forbes
and six shrubs (when adding the four additional shrubs). The four shrubs listed in Table RPVIII-2 are
visually the dominate shrubs on the drainage divides. Replanting all of these are a good start but other
shrubs are likely as important or more important for wildlife. Antelope bitterbrush is a very important
winter plant for antelope. I do not see a discussion in the proposed mine permit on which forbes and
shrubs are important to which wildlife for food, cover, etc., then basing numbers and species choices on
this research. Common juniper (a shrub) is not listed in the re-vegetation of the area. This plant found in
the proposed mine areas of area”C” produces both fruit for food and is used as cover. The plant unlike
Rocky Mountain juniper is not even considered for replanting, though it should.

I would like to see more a large increase in the forb and shrub re-vegetation species list following a data
search of their uses by the local fauna.

20. Nothing was noted concerning roads constructed or resulting from actions of Mountain Cement in
area “C”. Roads created by Mountain Cement construction or by minimal use without actual
construction become permanent marks on the landscape. Any permanent road can legally be used by the
motoring public. Prior to Mountain Cement actions no constructed or user created roads existed in area
“C”. Mountain Cement heavy equipment, trucks, etc. are beginning to create two track paths/roads. [
would like to see a statement in the mining permit that Mountain Cement will reclaim all roads/two track
paths at the conclusion of their mining and reclamation of area “C”.

The permit for 298C-A7 has many inconsistences and inaccurate statements, with only a few of
these noted above. I would like to see these inconsistences corrected and the inaccurate portions altered
prior to giving Mountain Cement approval to mine in area “C”. Inconsistences in the past have been
problems for both the DEQ and adjacent landowners. Mountain Cement can and has chosen the
inconsistency that aids them claiming it is in the approved mine plan even though the other inconsistency

may be contrary to their claim. Again the inconsistences and inaccuracies need to be addressed and
fixed.



Figure 1. Sand filled fracture exposed at the present surface and now in the wall of Etchepare 7A
east of Area “C”.
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Figure 2 Air photograph of the Area “C” mine area and Etchepare 7a showing fractures in the ming areas.




